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Giving Your Name and Address 


In general you do not have to give your details to the police or answer their 
questions but giving a false name or address can be an offence. We advise you 
not to give your name and address, as this will be added to their intelligence 
database, and to say “no comment” to any other questions. 


There are three circumstances when you are required to give your name, 
address, date and place of birth and nationality: 


1. If the police reasonably suspect that you have committed an offence, or 
have potentially witnessed an offence. This applies to any offence 
whatsoever [Criminal Procedure (Scotland) Act 1995, s. 13]. If they 
demand this they must tell you the general nature of the offence 
involved. Failure to give your name, address, date and place of birth 
and nationality, or giving false details, is an offence (punishable by a 
fine) and an officer can arrest you if he suspects you of an offence. If 
you are a suspect you can be made to stay a “reasonable time” so that 
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your details can be checked, but this would probably be no more than 
the few minutes necessary to do a check by radio, or by referring to any 
ID you volunteer (although there is no legal obligation to carry or show 
ID). If you are a suspect you may be invited to comment as to why the 
officer is suspicious of you, but you do not have to make any comment. 
You are under no obligation whatsoever to give any further details and 
we advise you not to. 

2. When you are detained or arrested (see Detention and Arrest below). 

3. If you are stopped when driving a motor vehicle, when you may also be 
required to produce a driving licence, insurance certificate and MoT 
certificate within 7 days at a police station. Passengers need not give 
their details unless they fall in the above categories (of being a suspect, 
potential witness, etc.). If you are a driver and would like to know more 
there is a specific legal briefing for drivers from ScALP. 


Masks 


It is not illegal to wear masks or disguises in Scotland and the police have no 
general power to remove them. However where a Section 60 Order (s60) is in 
force (see Stop and Search below) the police can require you to remove 
anything that they reasonably consider to be a mask or disguise. If you refuse 
you can be arrested and prosecuted. The actual wording of the law is items 
wholly or mainly for concealing identity and these must be distinguished from 
items worn only as everyday wear, for example sunglasses and a hat. It is 
unclear whether face paint constitutes a mask. 


Drugs 


Possession of cannabis is illegal in Scotland. If you are found in possession of 
cannabis or any illegal drug then you can be arrested, but more than likely 
cautioned. This has happened at protests when people have been searched for 
other reasons. Bringing drugs across an international (ie, not Scotland to 
England) border is considered smuggling. 


In most places in Scotland it is illegal (under local byelaws) to drink on public 
streets/parks/etc. Edinburgh is included in this. _ eu 5 ye 9) a 


Knives, Bladed Instruments and Weapons 


Carrying a knife or other bladed or pointed instrument in a public place is 
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illegal. This is taken seriously and applies to camping knives, scissors, 
needles, etc. 


The main exception to this ban is if it is carried for a “good reason”, but this is 
interpreted very strictly. So if you have the item any longer than absolutely 
necessary or for any illegal purpose (even if non-violent) that is unlikely to be 
seen as a good reason. The police will in any case almost certainly arrest you, 
leaving you to establish that you had “good reason” for having the knife (e.g. 
for camping) later at trial. 


If a s60 order is in place the police have the power to take any knife or bladed 
instrument from you, whatever the purpose. 


It is not unlawful to carry a folding penknife of up to three inches (76 mm) 
long (although it could still be construed as an offensive weapon depending on 
circumstances). Knives that flick into position or that lock are not penknives. 
It is best not to carry any knife or bladed item at all. 


It is illegal to carry an offensive weapon. An offensive weapon is an item 
designed to cause injury or something carried for the purpose of causing 
injury. So someone carrying a baseball bat to a baseball game is acting 
lawfully, but carrying one for any other reason is unlikely to be considered 
lawful. 


Stop & Search 


There is no general right for the police to search you. There are exceptions to 
this, for example under the Misuse of Drugs legislation, if they have 
reasonable grounds to suspect you of possession of illegal drugs. The police 
may search you upon detention or arrest, provided the conditions for detention 
or arrest are satisfied (see Detention and Arrest below). 


The police will often try to get people to co-operate where they have no legal 
power to compel them to do so. If you allow them to search through your bag, 
for example, anything they find may be used as evidence against you in any 
trial, even if they had no legal power to compel you to submit to a search. 
Whenever the police want to search you, be sure to find out whether they are 
just trying to get you to co-operate or they have actual legal authority to do so. 
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Section 44 Terrorism Act 


Although supposedly a law passed to prevent terrorism, this provision has 
been used against anti-war and anti-arms fair protesters in England. In many 
ways it is the same as Section 60, i.e. there need be no specific suspicion for 
the search, but here the purpose of the search is wider, for items of a kind 
which could be used in connection with terrorism (and “terrorism” is defined 
very broadly). The general advice concerning searches above applies (i.e. pat 
down only, officer of same gender etc.). They can read any papers etc. you 
have with you in order to determine if they could be connected with terrorism. 


You do not have to give your name and address, explain why you are there or 
answer any questions. You do not have to comply with any attempt to 
photograph or record you. You have a right to be given a written record of the 
search, even without giving your name or address. 


Restrictions on Movement 
General 


It is an offence for someone on foot as part of a group of two or more people 
to obstruct another person passing through a public place, if they fail to desist 
on being warned by an uniformed police officer. It is also an offence for an 
individual on foot to “wilfully” obstruct someone’s passage. The maximum 
penalty is a £500 fine [Civic Government (Scotland) Act 1982, s. 53]. 


Assemblies and Parades 


Where a public procession is planned, the local council should be given at 
least seven days advance notice. The council may prohibit a procession, or 
may impose conditions, for example the date, time and duration. It may 
prohibit the procession from entering specified public places [Civic 
Government (Scotland) Act 1982, ss. 62-62]. 


The most senior police officer present at the procession can also impose 
various conditions on that procession if he believes the procession may cause 
serious public disorder, damage or disruption to the life of the community, or 
if it is intended to intimidate. They can impose conditions on an assembly that 
relate to its place, maximum number and duration. It is an offence to breach 
these conditions unless you can prove that matters were beyond your control 
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{Public Order Act 1986, ss. 12 and 14]. Assemblies must consist of at least 
twenty persons and be at least partly in the open air. Processions must occur in 
a public place [s. 16]. 


Where the chief constable (chief of the local police) reasonably believes that 
an assembly is intended to be held on private land or land to which the 
public’s access is limited, in the open air, without permission of the occupier 
of the land, the chief constable may apply for an order from the local council 
which, if approved, has the effect of banning all assemblies in the area 
designated by the order. The order must not apply to an area larger than a 5 
mile radius or for longer than 4 days. Within the designated area a uniformed 
constable may direct persons whom he reasonably believes to be on their way 
to a banned area to go in a different direction than towards the assembly 
[Public Order Act 1964 ss. 14A, 14B, 14C]. 


Detention and Arrest 
The police have two separate powers: detention and arrest. 
Detention 


You may be detained if you are reasonably suspected of having committed an 
offence that is subject to imprisonment - an example would be Breach of the 
Peace [Criminal Procedure (Scotland) Act 1995, s. 14]. 


You need to be told that: 


* you are being detained, and 
* what you are being detained for. 


You cannot be held in the legal state of detention for more than six hours, after 
which time you must either be released or arrested. If you are detained this 
may be because there is not sufficient evidence yet to have you arrested, and 
that they wish to question you. You have to give your name, address, date and 
place of birth and nationality. You do not have to give details about your 
occupation, your plans for the day, nor do you have to explain any items of 
clothing you are wearing or any bits of paper that you are carrying. We advise 
you to say no comment to any questions. 


Whilst you are detained you have the right to have a person informed of your 
place of detention. In some circumstances this right may be delayed for the 
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investigation or the prevention of crime or the arrest of offenders [s. 15, 1995 
Act]. You should use this right to contact the Scottish Activist Legal Project. 
You have a similar right to also have a solicitor informed of your detention, 
though you have no right at this point to speak to a solicitor. 


Arrest 


The general power of the police to arrest is defined at common-law so there 
are no certain criteria. As a working rule if they reasonably believe you have 
committed an offence you may be arrested. This is the practice where you are 
caught in the act. Otherwise it is usual to detain you. 


You will usually be arrested by two officers. You should be cautioned and 
anything you say after that point to any police officer can be used as evidence. 
You do not have to give any information apart from your name, address, date 
and place of birth and nationality. 


You may, depending on the circumstances, be processed at the scene. In this 
case you will be taken to a police van, formally charged, asked a number of 
questions (we advise you to say “no comment” until you have consulted a 
solicitor) and photographed (the photograph at this point will be a “Polaroid” 
of you standing between your arresting officers). You will be asked if you 
understand the charge and if you want to say anything in response (we advise 
you not to reply). You will then be put into the van and taken to the police 
station while your arresting officers return to the action. 


If you are not processed at the scene then your arresting officers will 
accompany you to the police station. At the station the procedure will be 
essentially the same whether you were processed at the scene or not (i.e. you 
may be asked all the same questions again). 


Once at the police station, you may be kept in the van for a while or put in a 
holding cell if the station is busy. 


Eventually you will be brought up in front of the custody officer. Here you 
will be asked a whole range of questions. You only have to give your name, 
address, date and place of birth and nationality - we advise you not to answer 
any other questions. 


You will be searched and all your possessions put in a bag in the custody 
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office. (You will be asked if there is anything sharp in your pockets first and 
warned that it’s an extra offence not to tell them if there is). 


You will be asked if you want anyone informed that you are there. You have 
the right to have a person informed of your place of detention. You should use 


this to contact the Scottish Activist Legal Project. a 


You also have a right to have a solicitor informed of your arrest. We advise 
you to contact a solicitor and to say no comment to any questions until you 
have spoken to your solicitor. The names of solicitors will be on the bust card. 


If you have any dietary requirements make sure you tell the custody officer 
(they may not ask). If you have been hurt in any way you should demand to be 
seen by a doctor. If you are on any medication or have a medical condition 
which could require it, then make sure you tell the custody officer at this 
point. 


After this you will be put in a cell. Try to relax (sleep if possible - you may be 
held for a long time). You should be given three meals a day although if you're 
arrested in the evening you may not get fed until morning. At some point you 
will be taken out of your cell to be fingerprinted, to be photographed (properly 
this time) and they may also take a DNA sample (using a mouth swab). They 
have a right to use reasonable force to do all these. Remember that you are still 
under caution so do not chat with the officer who is fingerprinting or 
photographing you. You may also be questioned and again we advise you to 
say “no comment”. 


You may be formally charged when you are being booked in or you may be 
taken back out of your cell later for this. You will be asked if you understand 
the charge then if you wish to make a reply (we advise you not to reply). You 
may be transferred to another police station at some point. 


You will be either released, asked to sign an undertaking (see Bail, 
Undertakings & First Court Appearance below) or held until the next working 
day for court. If you are released please contact SCALP and let us know you're 
out, we will try and pick you up. 


Arrest can be a very intimidating and isolating experience. It can also be a 
very boring and slow-moving one. Stay calm, relax when you can, remember 
your rights and you'll soon be out. 
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Juveniles 


Anyone aged 16 or over is treated as an adult in Scots law. If you are under 16 
and are arrested then the police will inform your parents. They may also 
(especially if you live abroad or your parents cannot be contacted) inform 
Social Services. They may refuse to release you until your parents come to 
pick you up. (If you are coming to the protests with an adult other than your 
parents it’s worth that person bringing a letter from your parents authorising 
them to act on their behalf - the police don’t have to accept this but it can 
help). They could, if your parents are unable to attend the police station or are 
uncontactable, hand you over to Social Services. 


If you are under 16 then you should not be interviewed without a ‘responsible 
adult’ being present (parents or social worker etc.) and you should not be put 
into a cell with adults. 


Bail, Undertakings & First Court Appearance 


The police have three options as to how they deal with you. They can keep you 
in custody until a court appearance, which is by far the most likely. They can 
release you with a report being sent to the Procurator Fiscal (prosecutor) for 
them to consider whether to prosecute. Alternatively they can release you on 
an undertaking to appear in court in the next few weeks. An “undertaking” is 
used if it seems unnecessary to detain you for court, but the matter is such that 
it will be dealt with comparatively urgently. If there are doubts about your 
identity or address an undertaking may not be accepted. 


You are not required to sign an undertaking but it may increase the likelihood 
of you being held for court if you refuse. 


If you are held for court to be released on bail you will be held till the next 
available court date (ie. not a weekend), so if you are arrested on a Friday you 
will be help till Monday. This is something to consider when planning an 
action. 


If you appear in court from custody you will be told the basic accusation 
against you. Most people will appear in court on a “complaint”. This sets out 
the charges you are accused of, and will be the document that any subsequent 
trial is based on. If you have been served with a complaint, the Procurator 
Fiscal will prosecute you summarily (that is without a jury). Anybody who 
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appears on a complaint must be tried within a year of their first appearance. 


There is no right to choose jury trial. Certain crimes can only be tried 
summarily, others must be tried with a jury. Where there is a choice, it is the 
Procurator Fiscal’s choice and his/her decision will turn on the likely sentence 
you may receive if convicted. You can be tried summarily in the district court 
or the sheriff court, or with a jury in the sheriff court. Where you are tried 
summarily you will appear either before a professional judge (a sheriff or in 
Glasgow possibly a stipendiary magistrate) or before a lay judge or judges (up 
to three depending upon the local custom). 


There are lower limits to sentences where there is no jury, generally twelve 
months imprisonment in the sheriff court. 


For very serious matters you will appear “on petition”. If you appear on 
petition the Procurator Fiscal intends to prosecute you “on indictment” with a 
jury trial. At the first hearing you may be asked questions in court by the 
Procurator Fiscal, and asked whether you wish to make any other comment 
("judicial examination”). You will have an opportunity to consult a solicitor 
privately beforehand, and your solicitor will be present during this 
questioning. There is no obligation to answer any questions or make any 
comment whatsoever. If you do not answer questions and later rely on 
something (such as an alibi) which you could have mentioned at this point, the 
Procurator Fiscal or judge may make a negative point about this, but the fact is 
that it is almost routine for an accused not to make any comment whatsoever 
on legal advice. 


If you appear in court from custody you can apply for “bail” so that you 
remain at liberty until the trial (which may be many months away). Bail is 
more likely where the police can confirm your address in the UK. Conditions 
can be attached to bail, such as a curfew requiring you to stay at home or 
preventing you from going to a certain area (e.g. during the G8 people were 
made to stay at their home address or were banned from areas of Scotland). If 
you are from abroad you may be required to surrender your passport. 
Requiring the payment of money as security for your subsequent appearance is 
virtually unheard of, although legally possible. 


Most people will appear in court having been released earlier by the police. 
Also most people appearing in court from custody will be released on bail. 


Scottish Activist Legal Project Legal Guide 2009 Page 10 


Again most people will be tried summarily rather than on indictment. The 
more serious the allegation, or previous criminal record, the more likely that 
you will be kept in custody for a court appearance, refused bail and be tried on 
indictment. 


It is our experience from previous large protests (e.g. J18 and Mayday) that 
people who plead guilty at their first court appearance are more likely to 
receive a harsher sentence as the judge wants to make an example of them. 
Also remember that the longer a case goes on the more chance there is of the 
prosecution making mistakes and you getting acquitted. 


Laws Commonly Used Against Activists 


Here we set out some of the offences that demonstrators may be charged with. 
We have not included every crime, nor even every crime that could be 
committed in a political context. 


You should bear in mind that most offences in Scotland are very broad, 
common law offences. Since they cover such a wide range of situations under 
the one heading the maximum for that offence may be life imprisonment but 
you may be charged with it for something very minor and come out with a £50 
fine. If you are tried summarily then the maximum is much reduced. 


Breach of the Peace 


Breach of the Peace (BoP) is a very wide ranging offence, which you can be 
arrested for. Unlike in England, you can be convicted rather then just bound 
over. Sentence would usually be a small fine although (as it is a common law 
offence) there is no maximum sentence. 


In theory, BoP requires conduct severe enough to cause alarm to ordinary 
people and threaten serious disturbance to the community. It should be 
conduct that is genuinely alarming and disturbing, in its context, to any 
reasonable person. It is clear that something substantially greater than mere 
irritation is involved. BoP cases also sometimes refer to breach of public order 
or a breaking of the social peace. 


You can be convicted of BoP even if no-one present was actually alarmed, if 
any reasonable person would have been had they been there. People are often 
arrested for BoP for simply refusing to do what a police officer told them to 
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do, but if all you have done is refuse to do what you're told you shouldn't be 
convicted. However, refusal to comply with a police request can be a 
substantial part of a BoP charge as long as there is other stuff as well (e.g. 
blocking the road). 


In practice BoP is wide open to almost any interpretation. Some courts have 
consistently convicted for BoP people who merely sat peacefully in the road 
despite evidence of the good natured atmosphere and total lack of alarm even 
from the police witnesses. 


Mobbing 


Mobbing is effectively a collective breach of the peace. The mob must be in 
pursuance of a common purpose. The common purpose may arise 
spontaneously. “Intimidation” may occur through sheer mass of numbers. 


It is treated more seriously than breach of the peace. Any person who is part 
of a mob is also criminally liable for any act of any other member in pursuit of 
the common purpose. So if you were part of a mob that went about smashing 
up windows you could be found guilty of malicious mischief in damaging 
windows even if you didn’t break any glass yourself, providing you were 
supporting it and were doing so for the common purpose of general vandalism. 


Because of the difficulties with common purpose it is rarely prosecuted. 
Malicious Mischief (Criminal Damage) & Vandalism 


Malicious Mischief or Damage is the deliberate or reckless damage of 
property (in England it would probably be called Criminal Damage). 


Malicious Mischief includes interfering with property in a manner that causes 
loss. If you press a fire alarm, that may cause profits to be lost even if there is 
no physical damage. Covering a CCTV camera with a plastic bag does not 
necessarily constitute Malicious Mischief in itself, if no economic damage is 
actually caused. 


Causing damage by fire is prosecuted as Wilful or Culpable and Reckless Fire- 
Raising and is treated as more serious than ordinarily damaging property. 


Vandalism is a minor offence which consists of intentionally or recklessly 
causing damage without reasonable excuse [Criminal Law (Consolidation) 
(Scotland) Act 1995]. 
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Usually the same conduct could be prosecuted as either Vandalism or 
Malicious Mischief. There is no requirement of permanent damage (e.g. 
chalking could constitute either Vandalism or Malicious Mischief). The 
maximum sentence for vandalism is three months, or if there is a previous 
conviction for Vandalism six months. Fines are more common. The maximum 
sentence for Malicious Mischief is unlimited. 


Theft 


Theft is a common law offence. It involves the appropriation of another 
person’s property without their consent with the intent to deprive them of that 
ownership. Property must be a physical object. To “appropriate” it you have to 
physically move it, or deal with it in a way that suggests you are treating it as 
your own. If you found a police notebook in the street, picking it up would not 
be theft if you return it, but if you changed your mind and kept it to read, that 
would be theft. It is enough if you wish to deprive someone of their property 
permanently, indefinitely or for a wrongful purpose as judged by the court. 
There is also an offence of clandestinely taking and using, which consists of 
covertly taking another's property to make use of it. 


There is no maximum sentence for theft and sentences depend on the 
circumstances such as the value of the goods. Except for theft of large 
amounts, those without previous convictions for theft will probably be fined. 


Assault 


The usual offence for crimes involving physical harm to individuals is 
“assault”, which is a common law crime. There is only a single category of 
assault and it may be comparatively trivial and dealt with by a fine and there is 
no maximum sentence. 


Assault is deliberately causing someone physical harm, or deliberately 
interfering with them physically, by for example touching them on any part of 
their body when they do not wish to be touched, or deliberately putting them 
in fear of attack. At its most trivial, this might be done by shouting threats and 
waving your fist. 


Assaults can be aggravated by the circumstances. These depend on the nature 
of any weapon, any injury, and the status of the victim. Thus an assault against 
a police officer will be dealt with more severely, as will an assault with a 
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weapon. The sentence will partly depend on these circumstances and the more 
aggravating factors the more likely is imprisonment 


There is also a specific statutory offence of Assaulting or Obstructing a police 
officer in the course of their duty [Police (Scotland) Act 1967] which allows a 
sentence of up to nine months imprisonment to be given without jury trial, but 
in the absence of aggravating circumstances or a bad criminal record it will 
usually be dealt with by a fine. Obstruction does not require any act of 
physical resistance, it includes remaining immobile when arrested so that you 
have to be carried, though this is rarely prosecuted. Obstruction does not 
include refusing to answer questions that you are not obliged to answer. 


Reckless endangerment or injury is where a person puts another person or the 
public in danger in circumstances that show a severe lack of care. For example, 
if someone throws a brick through a window to vandalise a shop, and the brick 
collides with an employee, the person may be convicted of reckless injury 
even though they intended no injury to occur. 


Trespass 


Trespass is entering private property or land without the permission of the 
owner. It is only an offence to commit trespass in combination with: 


* occupying a premises or a building, 

* encamping on land, 

« lighting a fire on or near a roadway, or, 

* lighting a fire on or near cultivated or enclosed land. 


The maximum penalty is a fine of £200 although the police may arrest you for 
this offence. This power has been used against workers conducting a “lock-in” 
at their workplace [Trespass (Scotland) Act 1868]. 


There is also an offence of aggravated trespass. Unlike in England, it only 
applies to land in the open air. If a police officer reasonably believes that you 
are trespassing so that you can disrupt or obstruct lawful activity you can be 
required to leave. If you do not leave, or if you return within three months, that 
is an offence in itself. The maximum sentence is three months imprisonment 
[ss. 68 and 69, Criminal Justice and Public Order Act 1994]. 
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CN 


The Scottish Activist Legal Project isa recently formed loose 
collective of activists who are often involved in legal support. Through the 
principles of mutual aid and solidarity we aim to support anti-capitalist 
political activists who come into conflict with the law. 


Further Guides 


We have other legal guides available for specific situations such as 
internationals, under-16 year olds, drivers of vehicles and representing yourself 
in court amongst others. Visit the welcome desk or our website. 
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1. 20-year-old 
RSPCA]. 
Stacey, of Omega Street, Portsmouth, Hampshire, wes given a 16-week custodial sentence suspended for 
18 months for causing unnecessary suffering to the cat,, which he had named: “Come-on-then” . --- T 


Mad 


Stephen-Stacey-was spared a jail sentence after he microwaved his pet cat, [according to the 


2. Until 1934, traffic-lights in Paris, France, also included a purple light, that meant “It's up to you.” --- F 


Wo 


to speed up the construction of churches{The creation of cement was sponsored by the Vatican .3 


F 'g 

4. hen 18-year-old Countdown contestant Jack Hurst made the word ‘Shitface’ out of FIDETCASH, 
‘Mary Whitehouse's influence on Channel 4 became apparent when the show declared it too scandalous 
to Broadcast*Hurst told press:/"They knew they couldn't broadcast it,.so the producers swapped the C 
for an R, gave me ‘hardiest’ to declare instead, and re-filmed it." ---- T 


5. Conspiracy theorist and former son-of-God, David Icke, has claimed that the moon is in fact a ‘giant 
spaceship’, inhabited by shape-shifting reptiles v. 10 secretly rule the word --- T 


Doli ie pareter 


6 Pc Jason-Mepham was answering reports of a disturbance in Redruth, Cornwall and got into a situation 
with Jason-King-where he felt it necessary to se his pepper spray. But a blast of gas was blown into his own 
face by the wind, and during his temporary incapacity he was punched by another man, dislocating his jaw. A 


saab ¥ back-up officer rushed to intervene, shooting a Taser gun which unfortunately hit Pc Mepham. King took the 


opportunity to kick Pc Mepham in the face, helpfully p< pping his jaw back into place --- T 
,The inventor .7Thomas Edison, is the first person to have been documented as sayipgethe-phrase, - “Does 


my voice really sound like that?” ---- F asks ie he ywstcn | 


8. The world's 2nd-biggest toy distributor is McDonald's --- F 
9, Squirrels & humans are the only animals to store up food for future use. --- F 


. The only 10-letter word that can be written on ine top row of a typewriter, is “typewriter” . --- T 
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Film Round 


1. ‘Cry Freedom’ is a film which centres around the events of which political 
activist? 


A: Steve Biko 


2. ‘Hunger’. Winner of the Camera D’Or at the 2008 Cannes Film Festival, follows 
life in Maze Prison, Northern Ireland before and during the 1981 hunger strike. 
Which British actor plays Bobby Sands in the film? 


A: Michael Fassbender 


3. The recent award winning (and I would say utterly rubbish) film ‘Black Swan’ has 
been said to be heavily influenced by which Powell and Pressburger film of a 
similar theme? 


A: The Red Shoes 


> 


. Which Tarantino film ends with the line: ‘I reckon this could be my masterpiece’. 


A: Inglorious Basterds 


5. Which film is the prequel to a sequel of a remake of a horror movie that first came 
out in 1930? 


A: The Scorpion King. The Mummy is the original, remade with Brendan Fraser 
and Rachel Weisz in 1997, the sequel is The Mummy Returns, the prequel to that 
being The Scorpion. 
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Thursdat 17th February 4 
12-2pm Lecture “Mad women and boys with Huzzas: 
; Public protest in 18th Century Scotland” 
Dr Rosi Carr. History lecturer at Sheffield University 
6-7pm Workshop “LGBT drawing class” 


. Friday 18th February 
pm Film showing “The Battle of Algiers” 


Sunday 20th February el 
3:30-7pm Discussion and film showing 

n hierarchical organisation but too afraid to mention it to others?” Ever found 
hut don't know know what to do about it? Then you might be Anarcho-curious. 
tory Noam Chomsky film and then discussion. ‘Gu oH 
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A far better way out of this financial hole may lie in an unexpected place: the drugs trade... 
and its legalisation. No, tore jsread that --the answerto bea i aa in 
sparking-up@ spl on thé pavement outside your local-café, “styles 


But first, let’s get back to basics. Every debate about drugs policy must begin by 
acknowledging one hard, solid fact: the market for drugs is ineradicable. 45% of the British 
population admit they have taken an illicit substance. Lothian and Borders Police have 
admitted that they have successfully hauled just 1% of all available heroin in their patch. 
(And that’s not a typo). Policy Exchange recently found that 85% of prisoners have easy 
access to illicit substances — and we have them locked up under armed guard. The human 
desire to be intoxicated is something deep and permanent within us — we have an inherent 
hunger to lift our minds and bodies to an altered state. 


By criminalizing these substances, what you do is transfer a huge, lucrative market into the 
black-market, where they become drastically more dangerous. Take Britain’s most widely 
used drug, for instance: cannabis. At least two independent scientific studies — by the 
Institute of Psychiatry and University College London respectively — have found that, while it 
is indeed true THC (the chemical that causes the high, giggly feeling) does cause psychosis in 
a small number of cases, cannabis contains another chemical, CBD, which has a powerful 
anti-psychotic effect (more powerful than many anti-psychotics, in fact). It would be 
straightforward, say scientists, to produce cannabis with high quantities of CBD in the legal, 
regulated market. In the unregulated anarchy of the illicit drugs trade, however, cannabis is, 
according to FRANK, routinely cut with such things as boot polish and henna. 


At the more hardcore end of the spectrum — heroin — the distinguished investigative journalist 
Nick Davies has shown that every single negative consequence of addiction (bar addiction 
itself, and a bit of constipation) is a consequence of prohibition: in order to maximise profits, 
it is cut with such things as brick dust (which causes the venous gangrene so familiar in 
heroin addicts) and drain cleaner (which poisons). Clean opium is perfectly safe, and he gives 
plentiful historical examples to support the point. He also states: ‘The Oxford Handbook of 
Clinical Medicine records that a large proportion of the illness experienced by blackmarket 
heroin addicts is caused by wound infection, septicaemia, and infective endocarditis, all due 
to unhygienic injection technique’. (But, given that street heroin has a purity of between 20- 
90%, it’s probably wise not to go near it). 

So busecatly— dqvugs ere mecisely fe corer. 

And, because drug dealers cannot appeal to an army of accountaiits, lawyers and police 
officers to protect their property rights — they do it themselves, with guns, knives, and 
machetes. For an illustration of this phenomenon, look over the Atlantic, at Mexico, which 
one Wall Street Journal writer says makes ‘Chicago under Al Capone look like a day in the 
park’, Or watch an episode of The Wire. (Indeed, the creator of The Wire, David Simon, 
promised the US Attorney General another season of the show so long as he ‘address its 
continued prosecution of our misguided, destructive, and dehumanising drug prohibition’. 
Seems like a fair trade to me). 


The answer is to legalise: to take drugs away from armed criminal gangs, and hand them 
over to doctors, pharmacists, and off-licenses. For an idea of what a legal, regulated model 
would look like check out Transform’s in-depth report ‘After the War on Drugs: a Blueprint for 
Regulation’. Far from being a commercial free-for-all, a legal model would have in place solid 
consumer protections, production-controls, and marketing-laws. The administrative costs 


would be negligible. psboeh, acluitecll,, isutd oS hug f 


moss 
And here’s where the economics comes in. The first and most oI Wious saving to the Treasury 
would be in the tax revenue generated by cannabis sales: itorii 
Unit estimates that combining the resin and herbal ‘skunk’ mafkets, based on a tax of £2 per 
3e gram, could generate around 1 billion of tax revenue annually Transform Drugs Policy 
D, Foundation report that 4.036 billion goes on the criminal justice system every year (at least 


50% of Britain’s prison popylation are in for drug offences)— a sym, tha! would 1 n s ovta tir 
under legalisation. The tie Segui i iB au a Wel) si hel of f, Week ae 
prohibition-as-itis known,multiplies profits by. 3000%, and ¢is-therrincentivised to gi 5) a 
find another user to sell to in order to fund their habit (few customers are as reliable as drug oo a) x. 
addictsppit constitutes a giant 4.8 billion pound market: an un-taxed vacuum in to which 


joney is sucked Pel are for England and Wales only, and ignore the Drug Capital 


lathe ‘ oe — a cowkel othe weiss hour besa 7 [ Zan. 
nw ae v‘ s u 
It is crucial to ddetetand hat the financial bee off rug Con Gist Bunt distinct went G 7) of 
jven_that tHe" >* j ay 
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x “(6tudies seb-the-figure,.however, at 10 billion - money which could otherwise have been @ cor 
lk order: spent in the legal, taxed economy). There are other more indirect savings that could be ; 
f oll { fas made. For instance, 45% of HIV positive people and nearly all of the 300,000 people with 
= lepatitis C have contracted their virus from sharing contaminated needles. Given that HIV 
hobct iclclex izeatment is expected to climb to 1 billion per year, and 1.6 billion for Hepatitis C sufferers, 
Recreate the potential savings made could be significant. So, while the potential savings incurred may 
oe not be a magic formula for cutting the deficit, together, they take us a significant way 
wee mt towards the 81 billion that David Cameron is hacking off the public sector. 
be g ly The key Briefing on which the above figures are based however — Transforms ‘A Comparison 
Pow dl — _ of the Cost-effectiveness of Prohibition and Regulation of Drugs! is;by its own admission, 
bdbn ‘limited in its-scope-and breadth’, covering heroin and cogain€ use only, and looking only at 
[Ob * England and Wales. Drug campaign-groups complairr6f the lack of hard data available. 
Transform, Drugscope, and the National Assotfatien_of Probation Officers have all called for 


as a matter of urgency, ands aecaunt of the 
direct and indirect costs f drug prohibition - drug addiction, as it is, being part of a Vasta 
interconnected w€b of problems. As the National Audit Office say themselves: ‘The costs o! 
failing to idefitify flaws in policy design and implementation and not learning lessons from . 
previous olicy initiatives can be substantial.’ 


Yet more savings could be found in a place in the world where the War on Drugs collides 


headfirst with the War on Terror: the war in Afghanistan. To tl lexities of such 
a conflict is pf course;-peyond tl ae ah iWenthat S. is, quite 
lite iy, oeverse fault, 4t-seems r relevant. NATO is there — ostensibly at least 
dismantle Al Qaeda prevent jihadist attacks on the streets of the west. Afghanistan — 
one of the poorest countries in the world, where 45% of the population suffer from 
malnutrition — relies on the opium trade for at least a third of its GDP. The west, as part of its 
strategy to cut off the supply of opium, destroys this vital source of income. Research by the 
International Council on Security and Development (formerly known as the Senlis Council) 
has shown that this radicalises the population, driving them straight into the brutal arms of 
the Taliban, thus making NATO's objective of countering the insurgency significantly harder. 
ICOS, in their must-read report - ‘Countering the Insurgency in Afghanistan: Losing Friends 
and Making Enemies’ — show how, even within the framework of prohibition, Afghanistan 


could — along with Turkey and India - be granted a licence to produce and sell opiates to a 
world currently in acute medical shortage, thus putting Afghanistan on the road to economic 
stability. 


There would be a historical precedent for this. It is no coincidence that Alcohol Prohibition 

was ended in America in 1933, just four years after the Great Crash of 1929. US tax revenues 

collapsed by 60% over three years, and they desperately needed revenues to fund a z 

Keynesian stimulus, anf they peers ( an eydue source et fe «f the Ug ver Vreuk, 


Of course, many people have understandable concerns that, under legalisation, we will see a 
rise in addiction. What every advocate of legalisation needs to explain is how exactly it helps 
the bruised, broken human beings who we all see stumbling and shaking their way down the 
streets of Britain’s cities. Many parents who have, tragically, seen their children descend in a 
spiral of addiction are aghast at calls to legalise: their anxieties must be answered with a 
convincing response. 


The facts demonstrate that legalisation precipitates a dramatic fall in hard drug use. Since 
1971 when the Misuse of Drugs Act was passed in Britain, use of heroin has increased by 
1000%. When personal possession of drugs was decriminalised in Portugal in 2001, use of 
heroin dropped by 50%. The EU country with the lowest level of heroin addiction is... yep, 
you guessed it: the Netherlands, a country where clean, safe heroin is prescribed by the 
health service, and cannabis is enjoyed recreationally in the legal market. Sociologists have 
long recognised this phenomenon, it’s called the Iron Law of Prohibition — criminalize a 
substance, and its use intensifies. Just like 1920s America: people stopped drinking beer and 
wine, and instead consumed the far more dangerous moonshine. It isn’t legalisation that acts 
as a ‘slippery slope’ towards the gutter — it’s prohibition. 


Most politicians know all this. Countless former Home Office ministers admit that the war on 
drugs is a counter-productive failure after leaving office - Mo Mowlam and Bob Ainsworth 
amongst them. Indeed, David Cameron himself, when he sat on the Home Affairs Select 
Committee in 2002, co-authored a report on drugs policy which stated that ‘there may come 
a day when the balance may tip in favour of legalising and regulating’. (Dave, that day has 
come). 


So why don’t they do it? Two reasons. First is pressure from above in the form of the UN 

Treaties on narcotics, to which the UK is one of over 150 signatories. These are, however, 

loose legal frameworks in which there is scope for (de facto) legalisation along the 

Portuguese and Dutch models. Second is pressure from below: politicians believe it to be 

politically impossible. They think the tabloids will shriek and howl, and there would be a 

public outcry. The YouGov polling on the issue, however, paints a subtle picture: while 524% 
of-the-British-pepulation-think no-drugs should be legalised; 88% think that, Foe 3 | 

there will always be people who use drugs, and the aim should be to reduce harm. th a GNel vase accewrnle — 


Responses depend very much on the langu ge in in Rois the kip questionlis ee ouched 
“fines pee? 


oa 
But that’s why you, me, and everybody reading this Rave a responsibility to join the ended miele & 
ranks of people — frora-formerLN-Secretary-GenerattefiAnnanto-DrFiena-Godlee,editor of ret, 
the Britis MedicalJournat~ in helping turn the tide in the opposite directi 
march to the Home Office, where we will submit a petition to Theresa May. 


urgently of all, we need a new vocabulary around crime policy — from tough v soft, to dumb v 
wise. 


2011 marks the fortieth anniversary since President Richard Nixon launched the global war on 
drugs. Its forty years have been marked by an astronomical rise in addiction, brutal gang 
violence, and epidemics of disease and political corruption — hardly a cause for celebration. 
But the global financial crisis gives us an opportunity: great crises can spur great changes. It 

2 x d nave aimo neve ene 8] handed-dow 
sive change. ress is campais ind-won. The great paradox at 
the heart of all this is that we really can win the war on drugs — but only if we cease to fight 
it. The onus is on you to make that happen. 


Key sources: 


e Global Commission on Drug Policy: H I ission' 

«Transform ‘A Comparison of the Cost-effectiveness of Prohibition and Regulation of 
Drugs’: http://www. tdpf.org.uk/CBA%20New%202010.pdf 

© Transform ‘After the War on Drugs: Blueprint for Regulation’ 
http://www. tdpf.org.uk/Transform Drugs Bluepri 

* Davies, Nick ‘What’s Wrong With the War on Drugs’ 
http://www. flatearthnews.net/footnotes-book/page-28-heroin/whats-wrong-war- 
against-drugs 

« — ICOS: ‘Countering the Insurgency in Afghanistan: Losing Friends and Making 
Enemies’ http://www. icosgroup.net/2007/report/countering-the-insurgency/ 


The fiscal case for legalizing marijuana 


Marcy Dolin, of Rohnert Park, California, smokes eight joints (marijuana cigarettes) 
every day, and eats a marijuana cookie before he goes to bed every night. He prefers 
the peanut-butter cookies. 


A 71-year-old man who has struggled with multiple-sclerosis for over half his life, 
Dolin is not the typical drug user often parodied in popular culture. He does not 
smoke recreationally, but rather because marijuana is the only thing that takes away 
the pain and stops the muscles spasms. 


"Without [marijuana], I would be living on morphine and other horrible drugs. I 
couldn't do that to my family," he recently told the New York Times. "That's no life, 
and I would have ended it. That's the truth." 


Dolin is not alone. Across the United States, people struggling with chronic illness 
increasingly are questioning US policy toward marijuana, a homeopathic substance 
that until 1937 was, for the most part, legal and regulated. Friday marks the 40th 
anniversary of the "war on drugs". And what do we have as a result? 


Hundreds of billions of dollars wasted in the midst of a fragile economy, the financial 
and social cost of imprisoning hundreds of thousands of offenders annually, and 
patients like Dolin who continue to suffer due to our failed policies. When compared 
to other drugs, recent clinical trials have shown that marijuana is exceedingly 
successful in relieving pain, without the serious side-effects that often plague users of 
other medications. 


"T used to take a drug called Neurontin, and J just never stopped crying," Dolin 
continues. "I was in a fog, totally depressed. I told my doctor that I was going back to 
just marijuana; he said he would have me arrested if he could. What are they going to 
do? I'm 71 years old. Are they going to put me in jail? I'm not hurting anybody. It's 
just here in my own house." 


Debilitating pain in the nervous system can be caused by cancer, HIV/Aids, multiple 
sclerosis, and diabetes; this pain can also be a side-effect of the recommended 
treatments for these various conditions. About a third of patients with HIV/Aids suffer 
from this excruciating pain in their nervous system — much of it a response to the 
antiretroviral therapy that is the initial treatment for HIV patients. Yet there is no 
adequate approved treatment to mitigate the pain. As a result, some patients reduce or 
discontinue treatment because they can neither tolerate nor eliminate the debilitating 
side-effects. Marijuana has been proven to alleviate the effects of both the illness 
itself, and the prescribed medication used to treat it. 


While the advantages of legal medical marijuana are clear, the potential benefits of 
full legalisation should also be considered, especially when evaluating the economic 
advantages of its regulation and taxation. Currently, Americans face dim economic 
prospects. Since the market crash of 2008, unemployment has remained staggeringly 
high as busine: have either closed or moved overseas. The US's debt has doubled 
in the past ten years, the poverty rate is the highest it has been in 15, and, adjusted for 
inflation, the median income has hardly moved since the 1950s. 


Meanwhile, New York City spends $75m per year to enforce the prohibition of 
marijuana. A recent study by the Drug Policy Alliance shows that between 2002 and 
2010, New York City spent between $350m and $700m to arrest and charge people 
with low-level marijuana possession, Against this background, the city presently 
debates which schools to close and which public employees to lay off — decisions that 
will only deepen the impact of the recession. 


Another report estimates that nationwide government spending on enforcing 
marijuana laws costs $7.7bn per year, A look at Montana, however, shows how the 
state has been given a much needed bump from the legalisation of medical marijuana. 
Since 2004, investors have put millions of dollars into the newly legalised medical 
marijuana sector, creating jobs for professional horticulturists, construction workers 
and electricians put out of work by the recession, This small marijuana industry 
created 1,400 jobs last year — this in a state with less than a million people. 


A change in US marijuana policy would mean significant savings. Full legalisation 
would bring in an estimated $2.4bn annually if marijuana were taxed like most 
consumer goods, and $6.2bn annually if it were taxed at rates similar to those on 
alcohol and tobacco. In fact, legalisation of marijuana — the cessation of prosecutions 
and tax revenue — could put more than $13bn into government coffers. That would 
equal the entire budget of the department of labour. Maybe with a budget twice as 
large, it could focus on creating jobs and getting Americans back to work. 


Why should sick patients like Dolin continue to suffer without the medical treatment 
they need? At a time when tens of millions of people can't find work, and while pay 
and healthcare benefits are being cut, why should our sick economy be deprived of so 


much needed revenue? On this 40th anniversary of the failed drug war, we must, 
instead, envision a drug policy that is patient-centred and fiscally responsible ~ a 
policy that puts Americans first. 


Jefrrey Miron Study — 2005 


Executive Summary 


Government prohibition of marijuana is the subject of ongoing debate. 

One issue in this debate is the effect of marijuana prohibition on government budgets. 
Prohibition entails direct enforcement costs and prevents taxation of marijuana production and 
sale. 

This report examines the budgetary implications of legalizing marijuana—taxing and regulating 
it like other goods—in all fifty states and at the federal level. 

The report estimates that legalizing marijuana would save $7.7 billion per year in government 
expenditure on enforcement of prohibition. $5.3 billion of this savings would accrue to state and 
local governments, while $2.4 billion would accrue to the federal government. 

The report also estimates that marijuana legalization would yield tax revenue of $2.4 billion 
annually if marijuana were taxed like all other goods and $6.2 billion annually if marijuana were 
taxed at rates comparable to those on alcohol and tobacco. 

Whether marijuana legalization is a desirable policy depends on many factors other than the 
budgetary impacts discussed here. But these impacts should be included in a rational debate 
about marijuana policy. 


Wall Street Is Laundering Drug Money and 
Getting Away with It 


Wall Street has been caught laundering massive amounts of drug 
money. So why isn't anybody being punished? 
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Too-big-to-fail is a much bigger problem than you thought. We've all read 
damning accounts of the government saving banks from their risky subprime 
bets, but it turns out that the Wall Street privilege problem is far more deeply 
ingrained in the U.S. legal system than the simple bailouts witnessed in 2008. 
America's largest banks can engage in flagrantly criminal activity on a 
massive scale and emerge almost completely unscathed. The latest sickening 
example comes from Wachovia Bank: Accused of laundering $380 billion in 
Mexican drug cartel money, the financial behemoth is expected to emerge 
with nothing more than a slap on the wrist thanks to an official government 
policy which protects megabanks from criminal charges. 


Bloomberg's Michael Smith has penned a devastating expose detailing 
Wachovia's drug-money operations and the government's twisted response. 
The bank was moving money behind literally tons of cocaine from violent 
drug cartels. It wasn't an accident. Internal whistleblowers at Wachovia 
warned that the bank was laundering drug money, higher-ups at the bank 
actively looked the other way in order to score bigger profits, and the U.S. 
government is about to let everyone involved get off scott free. The bank will 
not be indicted, because it is official government policy not to prosecute 
megabanks. From Smith's story: 


No big U.S. bank . . . has ever been indicted for violating the Bank Secrecy 
Act or any other federal law. Instead, the Justice Department settles criminal 


charges by using deferred-prosecution agreements, in which a bank pays a fine 
and promises not to break the law again . . . . Large banks are protected from 
indictments by a variant of the too-big-to-fail theory. Indicting a big bank 
could trigger a mad dash by investors to dump shares and cause panic in 


financial markets. 


Wachovia was acquired by Wells Fargo in late 2008. The bank's penalty for 
laundering over $380 billion in drug money is going to be a promise not to 
ever do it again, and a $160 million fine. The fine is so small that Wachovia 
will almost certainly turn a profit on its drug financing business after legal 


costs and penalties are taken into account. 


International authorities know the banker-drug-dealer connection goes well 
beyond Wachovia, but governments aren't doing anything about it. A 2009 
report by the United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime found that most rules 
to prevent drug money laundering through banks are being violated. From the 


report: 


"Ata time of major bank failures, money doesn't smell, bankers seem to 
believe. Honest citizens, struggling in a time of economic hardship, wonder 
why the proceeds of crime — turned into ostentatious real estate, cars, boats 


and planes — are not seized." 


In late 2009, the head of that U.N. office, Antonio Maria Costa, told the press 
that much interbank lending—short-term loans banks make to each other— 
was being supported by drug money. As financial markets froze up in 2007 
and 2008, banks turned to drug cartels for cash. Without that drug money, 


many major banks might not have survived. 


This scenario is several steps beyond what most of us think about when we 
debate too-big-to-fail. The government isn't shielding Wachovia from losses 
on risky bets in the capital markets casinos— it's shielding the bank from the 
prosecution of outright criminal behavior. The drug money business did not 
pose risks to the financial system, and Wachovia wasn't losing money on it. 
Wachovia is simply being shielded from what ought to be the ordinary 
functioning of the justice system. 


Think about what would happen if you or I were accused of laundering $380 
billion in drug money. We could not simply settle the allegations out of court 
in exchange for an apology and a fine. We'd spend the rest of our lives in jail 
for financing a ruthless, bloody and illegal business. About 22,000 people 
have been killed in the Mexican drug trade since 2006, and the drug trade 
itself can't happen without extensive money laundering operations. Moving 
the money is one of the most difficult and critical elements of any criminal 
enterprise—without ways to convert crooked cash into seemingly innocuous 
funds, crooks simply can't operate. Wachovia was doing top-level dirty work 
for drug dealers. 


The Only Thing Drug Gangs and Cartels 
Fear Is Legalization 


To many people, the "war on drugs" sounds like a metaphor, like the "war on poverty." It is 
not. It is being fought with tanks and sub machine guns and hand grenades, funded in part by 
your taxes, and it has killed 28,000 people under the current Mexican President alone. The 
death-toll in Tijuana -- one of the front-lines of this war -- is now higher than in Baghdad. 
Yesterday, another pile of seventy mutilated corpses was found near San Fernando -- an 
event that no longer shocks the country. 


Mexico today is a place where the severed heads of police officers are found week after 
week, pinned to bloody notes that tell their colleagues: "This is how you learn respect." It is a 
place where hand grenades are tossed into crowds to intimidate the public into shutting up. It 
is the state the US Joint Chiefs of Staff say is most likely, after Pakistan, to suffer "a rapid 


and sudden collapse. 


Why? When you criminalize a drug for which there is a large market, it doesn't disappear, 
The trade is simply transferred from off-licenses, pharmacists and doctors to armed criminal 
gangs. In order to protect their patch and their supply routes, these gangs tool up -- and kill 
anyone who gets in their way. You can see this any day on the streets of a poor part of 
London or Los Angeles, where teenage gangs stab or shoot each other for control of the 3000 
percent profit margins on offer. Now imagine this process taking over an entire nation, to turn 
it into a massive production and supply route for the Western world's drug hunger. 


Why Mexico? Why now? In the past decade, the US has spent a fortune spraying 
carcinogenic chemicals over Colombia's coca-growing areas, so the drug trade has simply 
shifted to Mexico. It's known as the "balloon effect": press down in one place, and the air 
rushes to another. When I was last there in 2006, I saw the drug violence taking off and 
warned that the murder rate was going to skyrocket. Since then the victims have ranged from 
a pregnant woman washing her car to a four year-old child to a family in the "wrong" house 
watching television to a group of 14 teenagers having a party. Today, 70 percent of Mexicans 
say they are frightened to go out because of the cartels. 


The gangs offer Mexican police and politicians a choice: plata o plomo. Silver, or lead. Take 
a bribe, or take a bullet. President Felipe Calderon has been leading a military crackdown on 
them since 2006 -- yet every time he surges the military forward, the gang violence in an area 
massively increases. This might seem like a paradox, but it isn't. If you knock out the leaders 
of a drug gang, you don't eradicate demand, or supply. You simply trigger a fresh war for 
control of the now-vacant patch. The violence creates more violence. 


-- to the letter -- when the United States prohibited alcohol. 
A ban produced a vicious rash of criminal gangs to meet the popular demand, and they 
terrorized the population and bribed the police. Now a thousand Mexican Al Capones are 
claiming their billions and waving their guns. 


Like Capone, the drug gangs love the policy of prohibition. Michael Levine, who had a thirty 
year career as one of America's most distinguished federal narcotics agents, penetrated to the 
very top of la Mafia Cruenza, one of the biggest drug-dealing gangs in the world in the 


1980s. Its leaders told him "that not only did they not fear our war on drugs, they actually 
counted on it... On one undercover tape-recorded conversation, a top cartel chief, Jorge 
Roman, expressed his gratitude for the drug war, calling it ‘a sham put on the American tax- 
payer' that was ‘actually good for business’. 


So there is a growing movement in Mexico to do the one thing these murderous gangs really 
fear -- take the source of their profits, drugs, back into the legal economy. It would bankrupt 
them swiftly, and entirely. Nobody kills to sell you a glass of Jack Daniels. Nobody beheads 
police officers or shoots teenagers to sell you a glass of Budweiser. And after legalization, 
nobody would do it to sell you a spliff or a gram of cocaine either. They would be in the 
hands of unarmed, regulated, legal businesses, paying taxes to the state, at a time when we all 
need large new sources of tax revenue. 


The conservative former President, Vicente Fox, has publicly called for legalization, and he 
has been joined by a battery of former Presidents across Latin America -- all sober, right- 
leaning statesmen who are trying to rationally assess the facts. Every beheading, grenade 
attack, and assassination underlines their point. Calderon's claims in response that 
legalization would lead to a sudden explosion in drug use don't seem to match the facts: 
Portugal decriminalized possession of all drugs in 2001, and drug use there has slightly fallen 
since. 


Yet Mexico is being pressured hard by countries like the US and Britain -- both led by former 
drug users -- to keep on fighting this war, while any mention of legalization brings whispered 
threats of slashed aid and diplomatic shunning. 


Look carefully at that mound of butchered corpses found yesterday. They are the inevitable 
and ineluctable product of drug prohibition. This will keep happening for as long as we 
pursue this policy. If you believe the way to deal with the human appetite for intoxication is 
to criminalize and militarize, then blood is on your hands. How many people have to die 
before we finally make a sober assessment of reality, and take the drugs trade back from 
murderous criminal gangs? 
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British politics today is dominated by a lie. This lie is making it significantly more likely you will lose 
your job, your business, or your home. The lie gives a false explanation for how we came to be in this 
crisis, and prescribes a medicine that will worsen our disease. Yet it is hardly being challenged — 
except by some of the world’s most distinguished Nobel Prize winning economists. 


Here’s the lie. We are in a debt crisis. Our national debt is dangerously and historically high. We are 
being threatened by the international bond markets. The way out is to eradicate our deficit rapidly. 
Only that will restore “confidence”, and therefore economic growth. Every step of this program is 
false, and endangers you. 


when our debt has been lower than it is now. So we can afford to run a deficit, if that has a positive 
effect - which we'll get to in a minute. If we are “bust” today, as George Osborne has claimed, then 
we have almost always been bust. We were bust when we pioneered the Industrial Revolution. We 
were bust when we ruled a quarter of the world. We were bust when we beat the Nazis. We were 
bust when we built the NHS. Or is it George Osborne’s economics that are bust? 


Our debt is not high by historical standards, and it is not high by international standards. For 
example, Japan's national debt is three times bigger than ours, and they are still borrowing at good 
rates. 


David Cameron claims that, despite these facts, they need to cut our deficit by slashing our spending 
because the bond markets demand it. If they do not obey, then our national credit rating will be 
downgraded, and we will have to pay much higher interest on our loans. But here’s the flaw in that 


to be down-graded were Ireland and Spain, who followed Cameron’s script to the letter. 


It turns out that cutting our deficit rapidly doesn’t cause an increase in “confidence” and so save the 
economy. Professor Krugman mocks this idea by calling it “The Confidence Fairy,” and goes through 
the historical record to show she doesn’t exist. Cutting doesn’t create fairy-magic. No: it has a very 
different effect. 


Here’s what we learned during the Great Depression, when our view of economics was 
revolutionized by John Maynard Keynes. In a recession, private individuals like you and me, perfectly 
sensibly, cut back our spending. We go out less, we buy less, we save more. This causes a huge fall in 
private demand, and with it a huge fall in economic activity. If, at the very same time, the 
government cuts back, then overall demand collapses, and a recession becomes a depression. That's 
why the government has to do something counter-intuitive. It has to borrow and spend more, to 
apply jump-leads to the economy. This prevents economic collapse. Instead of spending a fortune on 


dealing with mass unemployment and economic break-down, with all the misery that causes, it 
spends the money on restoring growth, Keynes called it “the paradox of thrift”: when the people 
spend less, the government has to spend more. 


Wherever it has been tried, it has worked. Look at the last Great Depression. The Great Crash of 
1929 was followed by a US President, Herbert Hoover, who did everything Cameron demands. He 
cut spending and paid off the debt. The recession grew and grew. Then Franklin Roosevelt was 
elected and listened to Keynes. He ramped up spending — and unemployment fell, and the economy 
swelled. Then in 1936 he started listening to the Cameron debt-shriekers of his day. The result? The 


economy collapsed again. It was only the gigantic spending of the Second World War that finally 
ended it. 


It is working now. There are enough countries in the world trying enough different economic 
solutions that we examine them like laboratories. which countries have come out of this recession 
fastest? They are the ones like South Korea, which have had by far the biggest stimulus packages, 
paid for with (yes) higher debt. Which countries have fallen furthest and shattered most severely? 
The ones that tried to pay down their debts immediately with huge cuts. 


Indeed, there’s an irony here. It turns out that if all you do is fixate on paying your deficit now now 
now, and so you smother your economic growth, you will end up not being able to pay your debts 

off anyway. That’s what just happened to our nearest neighbor Ireland, may she rest in peace, And 
it’s what has Happened throughout British history. P C 


this way. It’s as if tomorrow you bach so panicked about your mortgage that you decided to pay it 
all off in one year, by ceasing to buy food and water. You get sick, and your house gets repossessed. 


So debt isn’t the problem. Debt is part of the cure. The facts suggest need to spend more, not less, 


to get the economy back to life — and pay back the debt in the good times, when we will be able to 
afford it. 


1am not a doctrinaire defender of the last Labour government. | think Tony Blair should be in prison, 
and Gordon Brown will be damned by history for his role in deregulating the banks — the real cause 
of this crisis. But to claim that this crisis was caused by Labour “racking up debt” is simply false. 
When the Great Crash hit, Britain had the second-lowest debt in the G7 club of leading economies. 
To react to a recession by increasing spending, and so keeping the economy afloat, is the only 
rational response. The real criticism is that they didn’t go anything like far enough, and now Ed 
Miliband’s Labour Party is now too cowardly to defy the false conventional wisdom and make the 
case for fiscal stimulus, instead promising merely slower, smarter cuts. 
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We must collectively rise to this drug policy challenge 


Julian Astle, in his recent blogpost for the Daily Telegraph relates an anecdote which says much about the previously 
persistent prohibition of debate on drugs policy within the Liberal Democrats. He writes: “When the Lib Dem conference 
voted, in 1994, to establish a Royal Commission to look at the case for decriminalising cannabis, Paddy Ashdown was so 
exasperated... that he kicked over his chair and stormed off the conference stage.” 


One also hears tales of the dismay among the leadership when Liberal Democrat policy was again amended in 2002 
That motion - which included a commitment to the legalisation of cannabis - was passed despite the whip ushering MPs 
into the hall to vote against, only for the party leader to essentially disown the policy and for it o be packed away in the 
box marked “political suicide”. 


It is now 2011, and it is time to leave those days behind and construct an argument for a new drugs policy. This time has 
to be different. This argument must sit well with our party from its roots to its highest branches of ministerial office, and 
must appeal to the majority of this nation’s citizens and media. Only then will this vital issue attract the debate and 
attention that is required to tackle the many ills that drugs, and the prohibition and criminalisation of their use, have 
inflicted upon our society. 


There has never been a better time to push for change. We are a party of government, in coalition with a Conservative 
party led by a man who knows the issues from his select committee experience and understands the need for reform. In 
addition to this recent events have concentrated minds on the opportunities available to young people, and the potential 
reasons for delinquency. In the days after the riots David Cameron announced he would review all policies. In the wake 
of the debate of the motion “protecting individuals and communities from drug harms” Liberal Democrats should apply 
pressure for him to review drug policy by accepting all of the motion's reasonable requests. 


The Meat of the Motion 


While the drug policy motions previously passed by conference could have been described as liberalising the law and 
tolerating drug use, this motion is targeted at finding out how we can best intervene to reduce harm to drug users, their 
families, and the communities they live in. In no way could it be described as “turning a blind eye” or endangering our 
children. Too many young people take drugs. Too many become addicts. Too many remain addicted and a burden to 
society. Passing this motion should be the first step to finding out how we can best prevent all these things happening, 
and make Britain a far more pleasant place to live. 


The rest of this article is intended as an invitation to speak in the motion's support. There are so many issues that this 
motion touches upon that it would be impossible for me to do them justice in my seven minute proposing speech. Yet 
each one of these issues adds another blow which might help to break through Conservative resistance. 


Cannabis regulation 


| shall start with the issues surrounding the legal regulation of cannabis. Cannabis is not a harmless drug. The concems 
about links to psychosis and schizophrenia have a strong foundation in scientific evidence. Currently though, the 
message about this risk is not being adequately delivered and the ability of dealers to distribute their product to 
vulnerable children is not being adequately challenged. If the state were to control and regulate the cannabis market then 
the model | favour would see cannabis sold to over-18s from pharmacists, but only after these individuals had been 
educated on the waming signs of psychosis and other harms. This model, rather than relying on illegality to send the 
message that cannabis is harmful, could ensure that message is delivered every time an individual intends to purchase 
the drug. Properly regulating the cannabis market should not be seen as a danger to mental health. Rather it is a step 
which could effectively promote awareness of psychosis and allow early intervention to protect individuals at risk. 


Cannabis is also unique among prohibited drugs in that the vast majority of the cannabis available in the UK is also 
grown here. Many thousands of potential family homes have instead been converted into cannabis farms. These farms 
are frequently staffed by children specifically trafficked for the purpose from China or Vietnam. Illegal cannabis cultivation 
is an unpleasant business. State-regulated cultivation, distribution and sale could bring much needed jobs to local 
communities and the associated taxation could generate hundreds of millions, perhaps billions of pounds for the treasury. 
All we are asking is that models of legal regulation be investigated and the potential benefits and risks be seriously 
considered 


Decriminalisation 


In calling for decriminalisation to also be seriously considered we are now able to point to the Portuguese experience 
where a peer-reviewed study has concluded that problematic drug use, drug-related harms and prison overcrowding 
have all reduced. It is also important to note that there has not been any increase in drug use relative to the country’s 
neighbours. Portugal's reforms are a particularly important model given their ambition to direct users into treatment rather 
than merely not to prosecute. With large increases in people being treated, reforms have been so demonstrably 
successful that only fringe far-right politicians are calling for their reversal. Criminalising drug use again in Portugal is not 
a matter of political debate. It's simply not going to happen. 


On top of the fact that decriminalisation has been successful in all these measures, it is also important to consider the 


effects of a criminal record on otherwise law-abiding young people, the studies indicating no relation between toughness 
of sentences for possession and levels of drug use between countries, and also the impact on police-community 
relations of laws which over one third of the population have broken at some point in their lives. 


Treatment 


It is widely thought that the successes in Portugal might not have come about if they hadn't invested substantially in their 
treatment services at the same time. Leading the way in this area however is another relatively small European country, 
Switzerland, who were the first (since the British stopped doing it routinely) to adopt heroin maintenance prescribing as 
an additional treatment option for heroin addicts who have not responded adequately to methadone. Providing 
pharmaceutical heroin for consumption in a controlled clinical environment has been demonstrated to achieve far greater 
reductions in street heroin use and criminal activity than prescribing methadone in the many studies that have been 
conducted in a wide variety of countries. One of these studies was conducted in the UK and had equally encouraging 
results. If we were to roll out this practice more broadly, then we should be able to reduce acquisitive crime, drug-related 
deaths and the viability of heroin dealing. In Switzerland and The Netherlands, who have also adopted heroin 
maintenance clinics, the prevalence of heroin use is reducing rapidly. The reforms are popular too. Switzerland's 
approach to problem drug use has been consistently backed in referenda, most recently by a 2 to 1 majority in 2008. 


Perhaps one of the greatest frustrations of reporting these drug policy successes is the fact that these countries had drug 
problems which were dwarfed by our own, but yet they recognised the urgent need to innovate and find more effective 
solutions. In contrast the UK has been stuck in the drug policy doldrums, paralysed by the fear of our reactionary 
tabloids. There was a sense in both Portugal and Switzerland that their drug problems were getting rapidly worse at the 
times when they chose to act though, and the recent riots in the UK have created a desire for bold action to avoid such 
things happening again. 


Drug policy and the riots 


On examination it is quite easy to see how drug policy may have been of central importance to the criminal culture which 
allowed the riots and looting to spread havoc in our towns and cities. For too many children the local drug-dealing 
gangster is the most wealthy and powerful role-model in the neighbourhood. Trying to challenge thal wealth and power 
through enforcement is hugely expensive and scientific study shows increased enforcement is likely to increase, not 
decrease, violence in communities. If David Cameron is committed to “an all-out war on gangs and gang culture” then we 
have to persuade him that enforcement is not the only way to fight the war. To achieve the upper hand in the war on 
gangs (and also the war on drugs) the wise route is not to rush in all guns blazing, but might instead be to remove the 
source of wealth and power and place it in the careful hands of the state. The drugs market in the UK is likely to be at 
least £5Bn annually. To win the war on gangs, serious consideration has to be given to cutting their funding. At last a 
funding cut that the British public might thank us for. 


This is important 


The passage of this motion could be important for the Liberal Democrats’ electoral prospects, but it could also be hugely 
important to our nation’s future and whatever indicators of economic health or of well-being we use to judge it. For the 
Conservatives to accept the motion’s demands we have to reject repeated speeches on personal liberty and instead 
overwhelm them with evidence that their can be a better way. If we get the Conservatives on side then there opens up a 
genuine opportunity to change the course of world history. We could be the first major world power to address the UN 
and say that the drug control conventions need to be revised in order to protect those three things that the UN holds 
most dear: peace and security, development, and human rights. There are states in all corners of the globe that are 
suffering the overwhelming corruptive influence of the drug trade. Mexico's war on drugs is claiming tens of thousands of 
lives while rendering whole regions ungovernable, Afghanistan's economy is dominated by heroin when all around the 
world, countries could undermine the Taleban by confronting their addiction problems with a safe, domestically cultivated 
and manufactured alternative. 


This motion is not about ending the war on drugs. No, it is about taking that war to the 
drugs themselves, and hounding them with the relentless application of evidenced policy 
until their negative impacts, and the negative impacts of the laws designed to combat 
them, have reached an equilibrium of minimum harm. If we fail to communicate these 
reforms properly now, another generation risks suffering for our repeated mistakes. 
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NEEDS You! 


British politics today is dominated by a lie. This lie is making it significantly more likely you will lose 
your job, your business, or your home. The lie gives a false explanation for how we came to be in this 
crisis, and prescribes a medicine that will worsen our disease. Yet it is hardly being challenged — 
except by some of the world’s most distinguished Nobel Prize winning economists. 


Here’s the lie. We are in a debt crisis. Our national debt is dangerously and historically high. We are 
being threatened by the international bond markets. The way out is to eradicate our deficit rapidly. 
Only that will restore “confidence”, and therefore economic growth. Every step of this program is 
false, and endangers you. 


DP, Britain’ 


when our debt has been lower than it is now. So we can afford to run a deficit, if that has a positive 
effect - which we'll get to in a minute. If we are “bust” today, as George Osborne has claimed, then 
we have almost always been bust. We were bust when we pioneered the Industrial Revolution. We 
were bust when we ruled a quarter of the world. We were bust when we beat the Nazis. We were 
bust when we built the NHS. Or is it George Osborne’s economics that are bust? 


Our debt is not high by historical standards, and it is not high by international standards. For 
example, Japan's national debt is three times bigger than ours, and they are still borrowing at good 


rates. 


David Cameron claims that, despite these facts, they need to cut our deficit by slashing our spending 
because the bond markets demand it. If they do not obey, then our national credit rating will be 
downgraded, and we will have to pay much higher interest on our loans. But here’s the flaw in that 
plan. That’s not what the bond markets say. Not at all. Pr n P 


to be down-graded were Ireland and Spain, who followed Cameron's script to the letter. 


it turns out that cutting our deficit rapidly doesn’t cause an increase in “confidence” and so save the 
economy. Professor Krugman mocks this idea by calling it “The Confidence Fairy,” and goes through 
the historical record to show she doesn’t exist. Cutting doesn’t create fairy-magic. No: it has a very 
different effect. 


Here's what we learned during the Great Depression, when our view of economics was 
revolutionized by John Maynard Keynes. In a recession, private individuals like you and me, perfectly 
sensibly, cut back our spending, We go out less, we buy less, we save more. This causes a huge fall in 
private demand, and with it a huge fall in economic activity. If, at the very same time, the 
government cuts back, then overall demand collapses, and a recession becomes a depression. That's 
why the government has to do something counter-intuitive. It has to borrow and spend more, to 
apply jump-leads to the economy. This prevents economic collapse. Instead of spending a fortune on 


dealing with mass unemployment and economic break-down, with all the misery that causes, it 
spends the money on restoring growth. Keynes called it “the paradox of thrift”: when the people 
spend less, the government has to spend more. 


Wherever it has been tried, it has worked. Look at the last Great Depression. The Great Crash of 
1929 was followed by a US President, Herbert Hoover, who did everything Cameron demands, He 
Cut spending and paid off the debt. The recession grew and grew. Then Franklin Roosevelt was 
elected and listened to Keynes. He ramped up spending — and unemployment fell, and the economy 
swelled. Then in 1936 he started listening to the Cameron debt-shriekers of his day. The result? The 
economy collapsed again. It was only the gigantic spending of the Second World War that finally 
ended it. 


It is working now. There are enough countries in the world trying enough different economic 
solutions that we examine them like laboratories. which countries have come out of this recession 
fastest? They are the ones like South Korea, which have had by far the biggest stimulus packages, 
paid for with (yes) higher debt. Which countries have fallen furthest and shattered most severely? 
The ones that tried to pay down their debts immediately with huge cuts. 


Indeed, there’s an irony here. It turns out that if all you do is fixate on paying your deficit now now 
now, and so you smother your economic growth, you will end up not being able to pay your debts 
off anyway. That's what just happened to our nearest neighbor Ireland, may she rest in peace. And 
it's what has happened throughout British history. i 

ten recessions, and they found t 

an reduces the level of public debt as a share 
this way. It’s as if tomorrow you became so panicked about your morigane that you decided to pay it 
all off in one year, by ceasing to buy food and water. You get sick, and your house gets repossessed. 


So debt isn’t the problem. Debt is part of the cure. The facts suggest need to spend more, not less, 


to get the economy back to life — and pay back the debt in the good times, when we will be able to 
afford it. 


!am not a doctrinaire defender of the last Labour government. | think Tony Blair should be in prison, 
and Gordon Brown will be damned by history for his role in deregulating the banks - the real cause 
of this crisis. But to claim that this crisis was caused by Labour “racking up debt” is simply false. 
When the Great Crash hit, Britain had the second-lowest debt in the G7 club of leading economies. 
To react to a recession by increasing spending, and so keeping the economy afloat, is the only 
rational response. The real criticism is that they didn’t go anything like far enough, and now Ed 
Miliband’s Labour Party is now too cowardly to defy the false conventional wisdom and make the 
case for fiscal stimulus, instead promising merely slower, smarter cuts. 


job of selling that to the British noone if he wishes — but he should stop doing it on the basis of a 
swollen, suppurating lie. 
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We must collectively rise to this drug policy challenge 


Julian Astle, in his recent blogpost for the Daily Telegraph relates an anecdote which says much about the previously 
persistent prohibition of debate on drugs policy within the Liberal Democrats. He writes: “When the Lib Dem conference 
voted, in 1994, to establish a Royal Commission to look at the case for decriminalising cannabis, Paddy Ashdown was so 
exasperated... that he kicked over his chair and stormed off the conference stage.” 


One also hears tales of the dismay among the leadership when Liberal Democrat policy was again amended in 2002 
That motion - which included a commitment to the legalisation of cannabis - was passed despite the whip ushering MPs. 
into the hall to vote against, only for the party leader to essentially disown the policy and for it to be packed away in the 
box marked “political suicide”. 


It is now 2011, and it is time to leave those days behind and construct an argument for a new drugs policy. This time has 
to be different. This argument must sit well with our party from its roots to its highest branches of ministenal office, and 
must appeal to the majority of this nation’s citizens and media. Only then will this vital issue attract the debate and 
attention that is required to tackle the many ills that drugs, and the prohibition and criminalisation of their use, have 
inflicted upon our society. 


There has never been a better time to push for change. We are a party of government, in coalition with a Conservative 
party led by a man who knows the issues from his select committee experience and understands the need for reform. In 
addition to this recent events have concentrated minds on the opportunities available to young people, and the potential 
reasons for delinquency. In the days after the riots David Cameron announced he would review all policies. In the wake 
of the debate of the motion “protecting individuals and communities from drug harms” Liberal Democrats should apply 
pressure for him to review drug policy by accepting all of the motion's reasonable requests. 


The Meat of the Motion 


While the drug policy motions previously passed by conference could have been described as liberalising the law and 
tolerating drug use, this motion is targeted at finding out how we can best intervene to reduce harm to drug users, their 
families, and the communities they live in. In no way could it be described as “turing a blind eye” or endangering our 
children. Too many young people take drugs. Too many become addicts. Too many remain addicted and a burden to 
society. Passing this motion should be the first step to finding out how we can best prevent all these things happening, 
and make Britain a far more pleasant place to live. 


The rest of this article is intended as an invitation to speak in the motion's support. There are so many issues that this 
motion touches upon that it would be impossible for me to do them justice in my seven minute proposing speech. Yet 
each one of these issues adds another blow which might help to break through Conservative resistance. 


Cannabis regulation 


| shall start with the issues surrounding the legal regulation of cannabis. Cannabis is not a harmless drug. The concems 
about links to psychosis and schizophrenia have a strong foundation in scientific evidence. Currently though, the 
message about this risk is not being adequately delivered and the ability of dealers to distribute their product to 
vulnerable children is not being adequately challenged. If the state were to control and regulate the cannabis market then 
the model | favour would see cannabis sold to over-18s from pharmacists, but only after these individuals had been 
educated on the waming signs of psychosis and other harms. This model, rather than relying on illegality to send the 
message that cannabis is harmful, could ensure that message is delivered every time an individual intends to purchase 
the drug. Properly regulating the cannabis market should not be seen as a danger to mental health. Rather it is a step 
which could effectively promote awareness of psychosis and allow early intervention to protect individuals at risk. 


Cannabis is also unique among prohibited drugs in that the vast majority of the cannabis available in the UK is also 
grown here. Many thousands of potential family homes have instead been converted into cannabis farms. These farms 
are frequently staffed by children specifically trafficked for the purpose from China or Vietnam. Illegal cannabis cultivation 
is an unpleasant business. State-regulated cultivation, distribution and sale could bring much needed jobs to local 
communities and the associated taxation could generate hundreds of millions, perhaps billions of pounds for the treasury. 
All we are asking is that models of legal regulation be investigated and the potential benefits and risks be seriously 
considered 


Decriminalisation 


In calling for decriminalisation to also be seriously considered we are now able to point to the Portuguese experience 
where a peer-reviewed study has concluded that problematic drug use, drug-related harms and prison overcrowding 
have all reduced. It is also important to note that there has not been any increase in drug use relative to the country's 
neighbours. Portugal's reforms are a particularly important model given their ambition to direct users into treatment rather 
than merely not to prosecute. With large increases in people being treated, reforms have been so demonstrably 
successful that only fringe far-right politicians are calling for their reversal. Criminalising drug use again in Portugal is not 
a matter of political debate. It's simply not going to happen. 


On top of the fact that decriminalisation has been successful in all these measures, it is also important to consider the 


effects of a criminal record on otherwise law-abiding young people, the studies indicating no relation between toughness 
of sentences for possession and levels of drug use between countries, and also the impact on police-community 
relations of laws which over one third of the population have broken at some point in their lives. 


Treatment 


It is widely thought that the successes in Portugal might not have come about if they hadn't invested substantially in their 
treatment services at the same time. Leading the way in this area however is another relatively small European country, 
Switzerland, who were the first (since the British stopped doing it routinely) to adopt heroin maintenance prescribing as 
an additional treatment option for heroin addicts who have not responded adequately to methadone. Providing 
pharmaceutical heroin for consumption in a controlled clinical environment has been demonstrated to achieve far greater 
reductions in street heroin use and criminal activity than prescribing methadone in the many studies that have been 
conducted in a wide variety of countries. One of these studies was conducted in the UK and had equally encouraging 
results. If we were to roll out this practice more broadly, then we should be able to reduce acquisitive crime, drug-related 
deaths and the viability of heroin dealing. In Switzerland and The Netherlands, who have also adopted heroin 
maintenance clinics, the prevalence of heroin use is reducing rapidly. The reforms are popular too. Switzerland's 
approach to problem drug use has been consistently backed in referenda, most recently by a2 to 1 majority in 2008. 


Perhaps one of the greatest frustrations of reporting these drug policy successes is the fact that these countries had drug 
problems which were dwarfed by our own, but yet they recognised the urgent need to innovate and find more effective 
solutions. In contrast the UK has been stuck in the drug policy doldrums, paralysed by the fear of our reactionary 
tabloids. There was a sense in both Portugal and Switzerland that their drug problems were getting rapidly worse at the 
times when they chose to act though, and the recent riots in the UK have created a desire for bold action to avoid such 
things happening again. 


Drug policy and the riots 


On examination it is quite easy to see how drug policy may have been of central importance to the criminal culture which 
allowed the riots and looting to spread havoc in our towns and cities. For too many children the local drug-dealing 
gangster is the most wealthy and powerful role-model in the neighbourhood. Trying to challenge that wealth and power 
through enforcement is hugely expensive and scientific study shows increased enforcement is likely to increase, not 
decrease, violence in communities. If David Cameron is committed to “an all-out war on gangs and gang culture” then we 
have to persuade him that enforcement is not the only way to fight the war. To achieve the upper hand in the war on 
gangs (and also the war on drugs) the wise route is not to rush in all guns blazing, but might instead be to remove the 
source of wealth and power and place it in the careful hands of the state. The drugs market in the UK is likely to be at 
least £5Bn annually. To win the war on gangs, serious consideration has to be given to cutting their funding. At last a 
funding cut that the British public might thank us for. 


This is important 


The passage of this motion could be important for the Liberal Democrats’ electoral prospects, but it could also be hugely 
important to our nation’s future and whatever indicators of economic health or of well-being we use to judge it. For the 
Conservatives to accept the motion’s demands we have to reject repeated speeches on personal liberty and instead 
overwhelm them with evidence that their can be a better way. If we get the Conservatives on side then there opens up a 
genuine opportunity to change the course of world history. We could be the first major world power to address the UN 
and say that the drug control conventions need to be revised in order to protect those three things that the UN holds 
most dear: peace and security, development, and human rights. There are states in all corners of the globe that are 
suffering the overwhelming corruptive influence of the drug trade. Mexico's war on drugs is claiming tens of thousands of 
lives while rendering whole regions ungovernable, Afghanistan's economy is dominated by heroin when all around the 
world, countries could undermine the Taleban by confronting their addiction problems with a safe, domestically cultivated 
and manufactured alternative 


This motion is not about ending the war on drugs. No, it is about taking that war to the 
drugs themselves, and hounding them with the relentless application of evidenced policy 
until their negative impacts, and the negative impacts of the laws designed to combat 
them, have reached an equilibrium of minimum harm. If we fail to communicate these 
reforms properly now, another generation risks suffering for our repeated mistakes. 
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